1 The Distinctive Structural Characteristics of Dutch. 1 The development of Dutch as aseparate branch of the Germanic language family has often been described, both in general handbooks on Germanie and in studies devoted specifically to the history of the language, as a relatively unproblematic process. According to this view, Dutch is a descendant of Old (West) Low Franconian and, though it is not always expressly stated, a particularly conservative branch ofWest Germanic, at least with respect to its early development. This conservatism is most obviously manifested in the Dutch failure to participate in the second or High German consonant shift but, no less importantly, can also be seen in its lack of i-umlaut of long vowe1s, at least according to received opinion. 2 Much ofthe discussion ofthe early history ofDutch concerns the issue of so-called "Ingvreonisms", that is, the various phonological, morphological and lexical features which are found in Dutch and which, for the most part, c1early do not have analogues in the other Franconian dialects but do have analogues in English and Frisian. Their presence in Dutch has been explained in various ways but in virtuaBy aB cases scholars have found in them no cause to question the basic Franconian pedigree ofthe language. Indeed, this traditional view can be said to emphasise the membership ofDutch in the greater dialect landscape of continental West Germanic and present the linguistic identity of the language as a combination of local conservative traits and a hotchpotch of local innovations of more or less secondary structural importance. 3 This traditional view is, of course, by no means uninformed or poorly reasoned and it does capture an indisputable basic truth about Dutch, namely, that with regard to its lexicon and (albeit with qualifications) its morphology, it is most closely related to the Franconian dialects to the east and southeast in central Germany and Luxembourg. But since the publication in 1980 of Goossens' study "Middelnederlandse vocaalsystemen", the traditional view is, in this writer' s opinion, outdated and untenable. Goossens' work renders the traditional view untenable at two levels. First, he demonstrates clearly that the limited operation of i-umlaut in (standard and western) Dutch is not based on an opposition of short vowels, affected by umlaut, and long vowels, left unaffected, but rather involves the distinction made in German historical gramm ar between primary and secondary umlaut: In the eastern dialects ofDutch, both primary and secondary umlaut operated normally, just as in the neighbouring German language area, whereas in the coastal dialects and thus also in the standard, only primary umlaut operated. Second, at a broader level he draws attention to the structural significance ofthe absence of secondary umlaut: Whereas in the traditional view, the (incorrectly formulated) failure of i-umlaut in western and standard Dutch is but one of a list oflargely unranked characteristics (e.g., Van Loey 1970: 253) , Goossens (1988: 77ff.) not only sees the absence ofsecondary umlaut as
